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Abstract 

A national survey of Directors of Special Education was conducted 

\ 

to ascertain (a) the number of students referred for psychoeducational 
evaluation,* (b) the number of referred students gval'uated, and (c) the 
number of evaluated students placed in special- education programs, Fou 
each of th'e sthool y^ars during 1977-80, the percentage of referred stu- 
dents who were. evaluated was reported as 92% and the percentage of eval- 
uated students [who received special education was 73%, Althpugh-£he 
probabilities associated with the evaluation of referred students and ^ 
delivery of special education service's to evaluated students were, high, 
there was considerable variance; there were differences between rural, 
'urban,^nd suburban communities, and between geogtiaphi c. regi ons of the 
U.S. Four explanations for the findings .are discussed. 



* • Probabilities Associated- wi th the Referral-to-Placement Process * 

Between October 1976 and December 1980 the number of stodents 
served in special education iricrease'd by nearly 600, OOQ from 3,586 ,804* 
to 4,185,076 . This is nearly a. 17% increase-iji- the numbers of students 
served. Recently, educators have expressed cbncern about, and debated > 
the reasons for,. this significant increase/ At least four kinds of-argu- 
ments are heard, ' • • * ^ . - 

The first 'argument *is' that Public, taw 94-142 was intended/to provide^ 

services for increased^ numbers of previously unserved students (Bal lard . . 

« t _ • * • 

& Zettel, 1977), and that^under mandates for child find and delivery of 

services to individuals between 3 and 21 years of age,, schools /finally^*re 

beginning to servrall this nation's handicapped students. 

«» 

^ -A 'second explanation is an economic one. In Public Uw 94-142 it 

was argued that:. . ' • 

' ' ' * * » > 

Dev,elopraents iV the trainnng'of teapf^ers and in diagnostic • 
_and instructional procedures and methods h§ve advanced to 
the point that , '.given tippropriate funding, state and looal 
eduta^ion' agencies cam and ^will provide eTfective special 
education -and related services, to meet the needs of hjindj- 
capiped students. - (U.S. Seftate, p. ^776) ^ 

Proponeots of • this explanation argue that an increase in the numbers of 

students served is" a Jogfcal" conse^qujence* of increased funding. ^ . 

^ third'exj>lahation*i*s one ^tressin^ that increasing numbers of 

studelfcs .are experiencing home and family .problems as well as within- 

'student deficit's^*, »dys functions 'and disabilities, -and are in r^eed of 

special education 'servrices . ^ In. 1979 the I^ati.onal Education Association ' 
" . ,1 - 

^sked a^ national sample of regular classroom teachers to identify thV 
causes-^of students' academic and sofcial problems (Teacher Opinion kolli^y, 



1979). Of tlio^se teachers* respdndi ng, 81% said student difficulties 

\tere caused' by home and /amily problems, 14% sa'id they were caused by 

within-student deficits, 4% attribute'd problems to the ways in which 

schools are organized, whvle 1% said problems were due to inadequate / - 

'instruction; • ^ 

The fourth '^explanation is that we.„have developed a "massive system 

of identification". (Ysseldyke & Algozzine, 1982) designed to accommodate 

^ an increasing lack of tolerance by teachers fpr "difference.", -It is '* 

argued that an increase in the lack of tolerance on the part of teachers, 

along with an nncrease^'in the availability of services, hcis ^fol'tered a 

"shuffling of ^the .dogks ," an increased movement of students from regular 

to special education ^e/vices. Glass (1981) noted that mental retardation, 

spe,ec*) impairment, learning disability, and eijiotjonal disturban^ce are 

such non-specific conditions that they can be believed to exist in 4.7% 

* 

of the population in one U.S. State (Delaware) and 0.1% in an adjacent 
area (Washington, D.C.). He observed that current diagnostic practices 
are arbitrary. Scriven (1981) refers to a current "diagnostic scandal.". 

'Sarason and Doris (1979) state that the- diagnostic process is ch^r^tterized 
by a search for pathol.ogy and an effort to figure out what is wrong with 

ran individual. They emphasize that persons other tharf the referred, 
individual (e.g.., teachers or parents) initiaie the referral -to-pl acemenf 
procel^s; the charac-teris^tics of the individual do not^ in isolation, 

^lead directly to referral for diagnostic study, but the interaction be- 

• 'tween' those characteristits and the characteristics of -the initiator do'.. 
The accuracy of decision mak'ers in the referral' to pjacemerrt f)rocesS' 
has been addressed. Algozzine and Ysseldyke (1 981 )^reported*^' that 51%^ 
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of placement team .deci sio» makers 'declared normal students eligible for — 
special education services. Ysseldyke, Algozzine, Richey, %nti^Graden 
(1981) reported essentially no relationship between the decisions reached 
by placement teams anxi the extent to which the assessment data presented 
at team meetings supported those decisions. -Shepard and Smith (.1981) 
reported that 49% of the students placed in PCD (perceptual and communi- 
cation disorders) classes in Colorado were misplaced. 

The "purpose of this investigation was not to test the validity of 
the competing' explanations for the large increase in numbers of students 
served by special education. Rather, the purpose was to provide data that 
'would help support or negate the competing explanations. To date, there 
have been no^data on t-he probability that referr-al. for psychoeducational 
evaluation will result in placement in special education services. We. 
investigated specifically the numbers of referred students who were 
evaluated, anb the number of evaluated students who received special edu- 
cation "services during f9'77-78, 1978-79, and 1979-80 school years. \ 

Method 

Subjects ^ ^ 

"The subjects were 94 Special Education- Directors from 37 states 
who responded with complete informa-tion for a given* school year. No 
data were received from Arkansas, Delaware, Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky, 
New Hampshire, New Mex-ico, Oklahoma, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Carolina, 
Squth Dakota, and Utah. The range of Sp%:i^l* Education Directors respond- 
ing Hhom. any one jstate was one to five. - ^ 

The respondents werg distributed fairly eyenty across the four 



Bureau'of Census Classification regions: Northeast - 22^, North central 
29%, South - ?7%, West - 22%. Over half of the sample) designated their 
community as rural (55%), while 19%>gind 26% described their community 
as, urban and suburban, respectively. 
Materials 

A brief postcard survey (see Appendix A) was developed to obtain 
infot^mafion from Directors of Special Education. For each of three aca-* 
demic years (1S77-78, 1978-79, 1979-80), thre^ questions were asked: 

(1) how many students were referred for psj^ch^educatianal evaluation, 

(2) how many referred students were evaluated, and^ (3) how many evaluated 
students received special education services? In addition, directors 
were asked to provide demographic information on their districts. ^ 
Procedure * . - ' ^ ' 

A letter explaining the pulrpose of the study and af postcard were 
mailed in iJanuary 1981 to Special Education directors randomly selected 
fronf) a state-pro^vided lists of directors ^ The num.ber of directors in 
each state who were^sent questionnaires corresponded to the number of 
representatives in the U.S. Congress, resulting in an initial mailing'^ 
of, 435 postcards. For each 'letter returned due to ann'ncorrect address, 
another was mailed to another director randomly sel^ected from that state. 
After six weeks, the* return rate was only 12% (51 postcards). Since it 
appeared that it wou-tU^ot be possible to obtain the information using* 
the original criteria, a decision was made to secure data from at least 
two directors per state. The second mailing of 315 letters and postcards 
was basejl on the need to fulfill" this requirement, with directors again 
being randomly selected from the remaining names on the original lists. 
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Specific criteria were followed for determining the number mailed per 
state. If no postcards had been returned from a state, six were 'sent' 
in the second- mailing; if 6ne postcard had been returned, four were 
sent in the fol,low-up; -and it a state had returned two postcards, two 
were sent. In addition, dde to the low return rate on the original 
ma-i.ling, a statement requesting return of the postcard if the data v/ere 
unavailab>e was jtapled to each of the 315 postcards in the*5econd mail- 
ing.' ^ \ . ^ ' 

Datqi, Analysis ^ ^ * 

Only those postcards for which Information was complete for a school 
year (e.g., numbers referred, evaluated, and eligible) were included, in ; 
the data analysis. The numbers provided by directors fOr each academic 

■ ■ ' • - . )' 

year were averaged and then converted to 'percentages 'to reflect (a) referred 
, students who were evaluated, and (b) evaluated students who were declared/ 

eligible for Special Education services. The percentages were analyzed 

for the total national sample, for t|je four geographic region^ (i.e.,' 

northeast, fiorth central, south, and west), and for the\thr6e types of 

community le.g., urban, suburban, rural). . , 

. * Results 



The return rate of the postcards was 22%. Of the 164 returneci post- 
cards, 35 (4.6% far 750; 11%'for 315) were returned blank, ^2 (1.6%) pro- 
^vided partial information (e.g., only placement data), 23 (-3%') completed 
the pos'tcar^ inaccurately, and 94 (12.5%) provided requested information 
accurately. Two factors influenced the return rate. Many directors reported 

' that they do not have access to these data; others completed the postcards* 

i 



inaccurately by giving data ^on thje t6tal , nujnber of students enrolled 



tn splcial education (e.g., 415 deferred, 400' evaluated, 3219 served). 
Only the 94 accurate s^ts of data were analyzed.' ^ * ^ ^ 

, Total Sample ' , 

Table •] presents the percentages o'f referred s^tudents evaluated 
and evaluated students served for each of the school years during 1977-80. 
"The percentage ot referred students who were evaluated was co^siste•ntly 
about 92% each year and the percentage of evaluated students who received 
special education was consistently about 78%. Thus, if a student 'is 
referred for psychoeduc,at1onal eva^luation, it appears the .probabil i ty 
is about .92"that the student ^iiybe testj^d. If a student is tested, 
the probability is about .78 that the, student will, be decTared eligible 
for and receive special education services. Considerable variance in 
probabilities was observed, as indicated by the ranges rsj^rted in paren-. 
theses in- Table 1. In. some districts, as few as 39% of referred students 

* were evaluated;* i<f -others all. referred students were evaluated. 'In 
some districts* as^ few as 10% of evaluated students were placed, in otheris, 
100% of evaluated students were placed.^ ^ 

.---^ " • 

Insert Table 1 about here ^ 



Type of Community 

Also included in Table 1 are percentages broken down by type of 
community (rural, urban, suburban). While*probabilities across the 
Mihree school years were consistent within 'each type of community, ^differ- 
ences were observed between rural, urban, and suburban districts.^ 
Fewer referred students were -evaluated in urban districts. Similarly, 
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fewer evaluated students received special education services in urban 
(aboCit 62%) thar>'in rural (about 73%) or suburban (abhut 73%) districts. 
Geographic Re-gion - 

Data also were analyzed separately by region; t'h'ese data are sum- 
marized in Table 2. Percentages within each of the four regions were 
stable/ across the three school years. * Yet , -there w^re differences be- 
tween'regions . More ev^luate<l students were decl-ared eligible in the 
SoulrfK(abQut.80%) and West (about. 77%) than i>i the Northeast (about 67%^ 
hnd North central (abcfut 6^%) regions. ^ 



Insert Table 2 about here 



Discussion , 



The return rate for this survej\of 715 Directors of Special Educa 
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tion was low, suggesting that many scTiool^di^tricts do not ^haye data on 
Ahe question^ asked, this is troublesome.^ J)istricts -should bg gath^r- 
ing data on the cost-effectiVeness' of the referral-to-placement process. 

Overall, the probabilities associated with The evaluation of referred-, 
students and the delivery of special ediicationt services to evaluated 
students v^er^e high. At the samfe time,- there were^ differences among dis- 
•.tricts in-di.fferent geographic regions of. the LI.S^,*ahd among urban,, 
rural, and suburban districts. There are at least' severshl alternative 
e/planaticyis for the observed differences." o X 

It could be argued that there really are differences in the preva- 
lence, and thus, incidence, pf hcindicap^ing conditions in different 
localitie€"j It could be., for e)cample, that there really are more mentally 



retarded, learning disabled', and epiotionally distuij^ed students in the 

s^^uth west than in other regions of the countr'y., It could be that 

♦ • > 

there are more handicapped students living in rural and sut)i>rban distr^icts 

than fn urban settings. , r ' - ' v 

s^^^^ A second explanation for the observed findings 'is^ an ecological one. 
s ^ ^ , ' ' - 

It could.be ^rgued .th^t the different values, expectations, and social 

contexts- of different regions*ar1d communities directly infTuence standards 

for deciding that specific kinds of behaviors are devi-ant. If this is. 

Irue, we would expect to find the kinds of variance we found. 

A. third explanation relates to 'di f ferences in the ways in which the 
referral-to-placement process' is organized in different regions and 
school districts. Observed differences in probabilities might be accounted 
for by differences in the use of consultation, building-level teams, etc. 

A fourth competing explanation is that differences in probabilities ^ 
are a direct function of di fferences in the criteria used to declare a, 
student eligible for special education Services. We know, for example, 
ttiat diffey-ent.'S^tates, and districts wtthin states, use different criteria 
for declaring studeats eligible for LD services (Mercer, Forgnone,,& 
Wolking, 1976.).^ - . . ^ 

The most logical explanation for our -findings is a political one. 
Overall., the probabilities associ ated' wi th the referral-to-placement 
process are high. We do not believe that teachers, are so good at spot- 
ting'handicapped s tudents% that they^re accurate roughly*75% of the;'time.'* 
^Ra^er, we question the purpose being served by .assessment in sthool 
settings where an average of 78^ of assessed students are declared eli- 
gible for service, and especially in the many settings where 100% of 
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evaluated students ^re declared eligible for special ^education service.^ 

Ysseldyke and Al'^ozzihe (1 982) describe current assessment prac-c 
tices^as teacher-driven and as -operating on the assumption that tfie 
purpose of assessment is to find out what is wrong with students identi- 
fied |)y teachers as-having something wrong with them» They provide data 

suggesting that placement team meetings are capitulation conferences. We 

t 

concur with the statement that "special education diagnosis is a duke's 

mixture of politics, science fiction/medicine, social work, administr^- 

tive convenience, and'what not" (Glass, 1981; p. 2). These data, along 

to % 

with the findings that 49% of PCD students in Colorado are mi9placed 
(Shepard & Smith, 1981), that 51% o*>decision makers declare normal 
students eligible for special education services (Algozzine & Ysseldyke 
1981), and that there is no relationship between decisions made' by placed 
ment teams and the extent to, which data collected support those decisions 
(Ysseldyke et al . , 1981), raise critical, indeed embarrassing, questions 
about the referral-to-placement process. We believe it js time to recog- 
nize the social -pol i tical context within which the referral-to-placement 
process operates, 'and to work rapidly to develop a defensible system 
for making service deliVery and resource allocation decisions. 
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Footnote 



Bob Algozzine is *al.so Associate Professornn the Department of 
Special Education at the University of Florida, Gainesfville^ 



1. 



There are no reliable national statistics on the numbers of 
students served prior to October, 1976 (Danielson, U, S, Office o^ 
Special Education, personal communication, 1981), 
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* - . Table 1 

Percentihges of^Referred Students Evaluated and Percentages of 
Evaluated Students Served for the Total Sample and for 
Each Type of "Community^ 

1977-78 1978-79 ' 1979-80 

•* 

Total Sample ^ * - ' 

Referred Students Eval^ted 91.9 (39-100) 92.4 (43-100) 92.1 (46-100) 
Evaluated Students SerTed 73.7 (10-100) 73.1 (17-100) 72.2 (18-100) 

-# 

Rural Districts 

* 

Referred Students Evaluated 92.7 (68-100) 92.1 (43-100) •92.» (48-100) 
Evaluated Students Served 73.4- (10-100)^ 74.1 (28-100) 72.9 (27-100) 

Urban Districts 

Referred Students Evaluated 84,9 (39-100) 89.3 (46-100) 86.2 (46-100) 
Evaluated Students Served 63.0(16-97) 61.4(17-97) 61.7(18-98) 

Suburban Districts 



Referred Studenjts Evaluated 92.6 (59-100) 93.4 (68-100) 93.7 (70.100) 
Evaluated Students Served 73.5 (25-100) 73.5 (27-100) 72.9 (25-100) 

to ^ 

t 1 • . p ' 

a , ^ ^ . r 

Ncmibers in parentheses are the ranges of percentages. 

'^Data for the total are not an average of data for rural, urban, an(^ 
'suburban districts because some Directors did not report cpipmunity 
characteristics . 
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Table 2 . / ^ ^ 

Percentages^.of Referred Students Evaluated and Percentages of 
Evaluated Students ^Served by Geographic Region 



Region 




1977-78 




1978- 


79 




"1979-80 


Nortlieast 








• 












« 


Referred Students -'Eval uated 


91 


.0 


(39-100) 


* 91 


.7 


(46 


-100) 


92 


.7 


(46-100) 


Evaluated Students Served 


67 


.5. 


(10-100) 


66 


.3 


(17 


-100) 


68 


.5 


(18-100) 


North central 






















Referred Students Evaluated 


92 


.3 


(60-100) 


92 


.5 


(43 


-100) 


90 


.8 


(48-100) 


Evaluated Students Served 




.1 


(25-100) 


65 


.6 


(28 


-96) 


65 


.6 


(22-97) 


South 


« 




















Referred Students Evaluated 


,93.1 


(68-100) 


^1 


.6 


(49 


-100) 


93 


.0 


(64-100) 


Evaluated Students Served 


80 


.9 


(35-1^0) 


-8T 


.8 


(42 


-100) 


79 


.0 


(45-100) 


West 






















• Referred Students Evaluated 


90 


.9 


(59-100) 


93 


.8 


(75. 


-100) 


92 


.0 


(68-100) 


Evaluated students Served 


81 


.2 


(25-;oo) 


78 


.8 


(27. 


-100) 


74 


.6 


(25-100) 



^Numbers in parentheses are the ranges of percentages. 
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Appendix A 
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II. 



Demographic Information 

State in which located 



9 of students (K-12) in entire school ' '1 . 

^ district 

■ — I ^ \ 

Circle one: rural urban' suljurban 

Referral/Plac'ement ilnf ormation ^(Elemen'tary^ only) 
// of'^ students who were referred in . , 

1977 • 

1978 ^ ' 

1979 • . ., 



// of referred 'students who were evo^iated in. 

1977 

1978 

1979 



// of referred students who received Special 

Education services In W77 

> 197 8 • 

. ' 1979 



19 



. . . ' - PUBLICATIONS 

' - . Institute for Research on LeamiTig^Dtpabilities "* 
University of Minnesota 

The Institute is not funded for the distribution of,, its publications. 
Publications may be obtained for $3.00 per document, a fee designed \o 
cover printing and postage costs. Only checks and money orders payable 
tQ the University of Minnesota can be accented. All \orders must be pre- 
paid.. 

Requests should be directed to: 'Editor, IRLD, 350 Elliott Hall.; 
7 5 East Riv^r Road, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN 55455 i 

Ysseldyke , J . E . Assessing the learning disabled youngster;* The state 
of the art (Research Report No. 1). Ndvember,' 1977. 

Ysseldyke, J. E.*, & Regan, K. R. Nondiscriminatory assessment and . 
decision making (Monograph No. 7)* February, 1979. 

Foster, G., Algozzine, B. , & Ysseldyke, J. Susceptibility ' to stereo - 
typic bias (Research Report No.. 3); March, 1979.' 

Algozzine, -B. An analysis of the disturbingness and ^cceptabllj-ty of i 
behaviors as a function of diagnostic label (Research Report No. 4). 
March, 1979v., ^ ^' v *" , / 

Al|;ozzine, 'McGraw, "K. Diagnostic .tcstinR in mathematics; An 

ex t ension of the PIAT? (Research ^Report No. 5). March, 1979. 

V - 

Deno, S. L. A direct observation approach to measuring classroom 
behavior; Procedures and application (Res;garch Report No. 6).. 
April, 1979. 

Ysseldyke, J. E., & Mirkin, P. IC. Proceedings of the Minnesota roundr 
table c onference on assessment of learning disabled -children 
'(Monograph No. 8).* April, 1979. 

Somwaru, J, P, A new approach to the assessment of l^rning disabilities 
(Monograph No. 9). April, 1979. , ' , 

Algozzine, B. , Forgnone, C, Mercer, C. D.|,' & Trifiletti, . J. J, Toward 
defining discrep'ailcies for specific learning df'saj^ilities; An 
analysis and alternatives (Research feeport^o. 7) . June,' 197S. 

Algozzine, B. The disturbing child; A y'^lidation report (Research, • 
Report No. 8). ' June, 1979. ^ ' ' • 



Note; Monographs No. 1-6 and Research Report No. 2 are not available 
for distribution. These documents 'Vere part 6f Che*'Instifeute 's 
W79-I98O continuation proposal, and/.or are out of print. 



20 



Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Regan, ,R., &.,Potter, M, Technical ' 
' ' adequacy of tests used by professionals -In Simulated decision 
> making - (Research Report No. -9). July, .1979. , . ^ ' 

Jenkins, J. R., Deno, S. L., & Mlrkln, P. K". /Measuring pupl4 .progress 
toward the ^east; restrictive environment (ponograph Ho. 10). 
August, 1979., . . - 

Mlrkln, P. K., & Deno, S. L. Formative- evaluation in the classTOom: An 
approach t>o improving instr^uction (Research Report No. 10)". August, 
- 1979. . T ^ ^ ^4 ' - / 

Thurlow, M. L., & Ysseldyke* J. E. Current . assessment and decision-making 
practices ig model prbgrams foy the learning disabled (Research Report" 
V> No. "11). August,* 1979^ ^ * • ' . ^ 

Deno, S. L., Chiangs B., TTndal, G., & Blackburn, M. Experimental analysis 
of prpgram components; An approach to research in CSDC's (Research 
Report No. 12). August, 1979- 



Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Shlnn, M. , & McGue, M. Similarities and 
differences between underachievers and gtudents labeled learning 
disabled: ' Identical twins with different mothers (Research Report 
No. 13). "September, 1979. 

ysseldyke, J., & Algozzine, R. Perspectives 'on assessment of learning 
/ disabled students (Monograph No. 11). October, 1979. 

V • ^ '^^^ 

^land; S. F., Tsseldyke^ J.'^., Thurlow, M. L., & Mlrkln, P.^K.. Current 

assessment and decision-making \practices in. school settings as reported 
by directors "of special education (Research Report No. 14) .^ Novetnty^r^ 
1979. ' • • • 

< — * 
McGue, M. , Shlnn, M. , & Ysseldyke, J.. Validity of the Woodcock-Johnson 

psycho-educational battery with* learning disabled students (Research 
Report No.. 15). November, 1979. \ * 

Deno, S., Mlrkln, P., & Shlnn, M. Behavioral perspectives on the assess- ^ 

mfent of learning disabled children (Monograph No. l2).- November, 1979., 

Sutherland, j\ H. * Algozzine, B. , Ysseldyke, J. E*, & ^oung, S. \^at ^ 
can I say after I #ay LD? (Research Report No.. 16). December, 1979. 

' Deno, S. L., & Illi^in, P. K. Data-based lEP development: An approach 
t o su b stantivgk compliance (Monograph No. 13). December, 1979. 

Ysseldyke, J., AlfiiRzzlne, B., Regan, R., & McGue, M. "" The' i n flulnce^f 

test scoresjpnd naturally-occurring pupil characterlstics^n^^pj^^cR^ 
educationalVdecision making with children .(Research Jleport^ N^. ^11)/ 
Decejnber, 19 



:^lo 

Students* acaaeinic difficulties as a func^tion of referral informa- 
tion (Resjearch- Report No. 18) . December, 1979.. . 



Algozzine, B.-, Ysseftiyke, J* E. Decision makers' predict^iotf '6'f 




Ysseldyke, J. E. , &. Algozzine, B.^ ^tagnostie cla s sification, de c isions / 
as a funet'lon of referral infcTwifatipn (Researc^i Report No; 19) . 
January, 1980.^ ' '\ S\ 

^ Deno, S. L. , Mirkin, P. K. , Chiang, B. &. L^wxy^'L-; Re^atlonghlps 

among simple measure of reading apd performance op ^standardized 
achlevemeyit tests (Research Report January, 1^180. 

Deno, S. L. , Mirkin, P. K. , Lowry, L. , & Ruehrtle, K. - Rglationship^ '^ 

among simple measures of spelling and pepfdt'<nance on standardized 
- achievement tests (Research Report No. 21) ^^ ZJanuary, 1980. 

y Deno,.S. L. , Mirkin, P. K. , & Marston, D. Relationships among 'simple 
measures of written exprejfsion and ^pe,kf prmance on s^ndardized 
achievement tests (Research Report No. 22). January, 1980. 

Mirkin, P. K., Deno, S. L. , Tindal, G., & Kyehnle, K. Foruative evalua- 
tion; Continued development of (jatsc utilization systems (Research 
^ Report No. 23). January, 1980./ ' " --^ - 

Deno, S. L. , Mirkin, P. K. ,> Robinson-, S., & Evans, P. » Rag-ationships 

among classroom observations of .socj^l adjus^tment and sociometric 
rating scales (Research Report^No. 24). Jafiiiary,' 1980, ' 



ERIC 

hfiiinniiinrfTiaaaiia 



Thurlow, L., 5t Ysseldyke, J. E. Factors influetfeial on the .psycho- 
educational decisions reached by teams of educators (^lesearch Report 
No. 25). February, 1980. , ^ ' 

Ysseldyke, J. E., & Algozzine, B. Diagnostic decision making in indivi - 
duals susceptible to biasing information presented in th6 referral 
case folder (Research Report No. 26)^ March, 19 80. ^ . 

Thurlow, M. L., & Greener, J. W. Preliminary evidence on information 

considered useful in instructional planning (Reseai'cjfi Report No. 27). 
Marcb, 1980. ^ ' - 

Ysseldyke, J. E., Regan., R. R. , & Schwartz, S. Z. The use of technically 
^ /adequate tests in psychoeducational decisioti^akii^ (Research Report 
No. 28). April, 1980. . * 

Richey, L., Potter, *M. , & Ysseldyke, J., Teacheirs' expectations for the 
siblings of learning disabled and 'ixon-learrvjiag disabled /students ; 
A pilot study (Research Repcrrt No. 29) V -May, 19'80. 

Thurlow, M. L.', & Ysseldyke, J. E. Ingtructional planning: Information^ 
collected by school psychologists vs. information, considered use- 
ful by teachers (Research Report No. 30). June, 1980. 

Algozzine, B. , Webber, J.,, Campbell, M. , Moore, S. ,^ Gilliam, J. 

Classroom decision making as a function of diagnostic labels and 
perceived competence (Research Report No; 3l). June, 1980. 



Ysseldyke, J. E. , Algozzine, B., Regan, R. R., Potter, M. , Richey, L. , 
• ^ & Thurlow, M. ,L. Psychoeducatlonal assessment and decision making: 
, A computer-jsimulated investigation (Re'search Report No. 32). 
July, 1980.. . . 

YsseldyTce, cJ* E. , Algozzine; B., Regan, R. R., Potter, M. , & Richey, L. 
Psychoeducatiorial assessmefit- and decision making; *Indj.vidua.l case 
studies (Research Report No.03). July, 1980. 

Ysseldyke, J. E. , Algozzine, B., Regan, .R., ^Potter, M. , & Richey, L. 
• Technical supplement for computer-simulated investigations of the 
p^ychoedoicational* assessment and decision-making process (Research 
^ - Report No. 34). July, 1980. ' 

Algozzine, B. , Stevens, L.^ Costello, ,C. , Beattie, J., & Schmid, R. 

Classroom perspe^jiives - of LP and other special education -teachers 
(.Research^ Report Nb. 35) . July, 1980. 

Algozzine, B. , Siders, J., Slders, J., & Beattie, J. Using assessment 

information to plan reading instructional programs: Error analysis 
and >vord attack skills (Monograph No. lA). ,July, 1980. 

Ysseldyke, J., Shlaiu-^.^ & Epps, S. A comparison of the WISC-R and ^ 
the Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Cognitive Ability (Research Report 
No. 36). July, 1980. A^g 

^Algozzine, B., & Ysseldyke, J. E. An analysis o^ dif ferencq^score relia- 
' bilities on three measures With a sample of low achieving youngsters 
(Research Report Ijjfo. 37). August, 1980. 

Shinti, M. , Algozzitie, B., Marston, D. , & Ysseldyke, J. A theoretical 

analysis of the performance of learning disabled students on the < 
- Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational BatteiTy (Research Repart No. 38). 
August, 1980. ' • / . ' ' ■ 

Richey, L. S. , Ysseldyke, J., Pot ^r / M. Regan, R. R. , & Greener, J. 

Teachers' attitudes and expectations for siblings of learning dis- 
a*bled children (Research Jlepbrt No^ 39), August, 1980. 

. • «» 
YaSeldyke, J. E.*, Algozzine, B., & Thiklow, M. L. (Eds.). A naturalistic 
^ investigation of special educatio^ team meetings (Research Report No.'*^ 

40). August, 1980. 

f ^ ' $ 

Meyers, B., Meyers, J., & Deno, S. Formative evaluation .and teacher deci- 
sion making: ' A follov-up. investigation^ (Research. Report No. 41). 
September, 1980. ^ 

Fuchs, D., Garwick, D. R., ]?eatherstone , N., & Fuchs , L. S. On the deter- 
minants and prediction of handicapped 'children's differential test 
performance with f amiJLlar and unfamiliar examiners (Research Report 
. No. 42). September, 1980. 



4 



'Algczzi-ne , B, , Stoller, L. Effoct.s of la bels and comp etonco orr 
tcachprs' attributions for a student (Research Report No. A3). 
September, 1980^ ' 

Ysseldykc, J. E. , & Thurlow, M. L. -(Eds.). T he special education 
assessmeivt and decision-making process: Seven case studi es 
(Research Report No . ^4 ) . ScptombeV, 1^0. 

• * « • 

Ysseldyke, J. E. , Alg'ozzine, B. , Potter, M. , & Re^an, A. A descriptive 
study o f students enrolled in' a prop^rap) for the severely learning 
disab led- (Research Report No. 45). September, 19^^, 

!torston, D. Anal ysis of s ubtest scatter on the tesJLs of cognitive 
abillj^ from the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Education a l Battery 
(Research Report No. 46). .October, 1980. * 



Alg02g)Lne, B. ^ Ysscldyke, J. E., & Shinn, M. Identi f ying children with 
learning di s a,bi 11 1 jes ; I'^iece^g a j^i^s j^e^pajK!)^ severe^? (Research 
Report No. 47)"! November, 1980. 



Fuchs, L. , Tindal, J., & Deno, S. Effects* of varying item domaan ari(j 
sapij il^e duration on technical characteri s tics of daily measures 
in reading (Research Report No. 48), January, 198i. 



Marston, D., Lowry, L. , Deno, S.,'& Mirkin, P. An analysis of l-earning 
**'^^^, J:xendsl in simple measures of reading, spelling, and written expges 
A longitudinal study (Research Report No. 49). January, 1981. 



Marston, D., &'Deno, S The reliability of simple, direct measures of 
written expression (Research Report No. 50). January, 1981. 

c , 

EppsL, S., McGue, M. , fit Ysseldyke, J. E. - Inter-joidge agreement in classi- 

• fying students as learning disabled (Researcj) Report No. 51). P'^eb- 

• ruary, 1981. ^ • T 

Ep^js, S., Ysseldyke, J. E., & McGue, M. Differentiating LP and non-LD 
students:^ "I know one when I sec one" (Research Report No. 52). 
March, 1981. ^ . . * 

Evans, P. R.^, & Peham, M. A. fe. Test-t ng an d m easurcm cn l in o ccu pational 
therapy: A review of current practice wit h spc^j ia l empha s is on the 
Southern Cal ifornia Sensory Integration Tes ts* (Monograph 'Mo. 15) 
April. 1981.' 

Fuchs, L., Wc^5Son, C, Tindal, C, & Mirkin,. P. Teac her effi ci ency in 
continuous evaluation of lEP goals (Research Report' No. '53). June, 
1981. - ' * , , 

r^clis, D., Foatherstonc, N., Garwick, D. R. , & fuchs, L! S-. The im por- 
^ t:a nce of sl tnatioit a] factory a nd task demands to hand icap ped chi 
dren's tost performance (Research ReporiTNo .'^ 54) *. June, 1981. 



24 



4 



Tindal, G., & Deno,^S. L. Daily ?neasureinent 'of reading: Effects of- 

varying the size of the Itennpool (Research Report No. 55). July, 
1981. . - 

^ 

Fuchs, L. S.^ & Deno, S* L* A comparison of teacher .jucj^gment , standard- 
ized tests^ and ^curriculum-based, approaches to reading placement 
(Research Report "No. 56). August, 1981. : 

Fuchs, L. , & Deno, S. The relationship between curriculum-based mastery 
measures and standardized achievement tests In reading (Research 
Report No. 57). August 1981. 

Christenson, S., Graden, J., Potter, M., & Ysseldyke, J. Current research 
on psychoeducatlonal assessinent and decision making: Implications 
for training and^practlce (Ponograph No. 16) .^-^ September, 1981.^ " • 

Christenson, S. , Ysseldyke, J., & Algozzine, B. Institutional^ constraints 
and e xtetnal pressures I nf luenc in g ref erral decisions (Research 
Report No. 58). October, 1981. 

Fuchs, L., Fuchs, D., & Deno, S, Reliability and valldit.:^^ of curriculum- 
based Informal reading Inventories (Research Report No. 59). Octo- 
ber, 1981. ^ ^ , * 

Algozzine, B*, Christenson, S., & Ysseldyke, J. Probabilities associated 
^with tbe referral-to-placement process (Research Report No. 60). ' 
November, 1981. / . ^ ^ 




